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1.Introduction
ItisgeneralyrecognizedthatmanyuniversitylevelEnglishlearnerswithaJapanese
languagebackgroundhavemoredifficultiescopingwithproductiveskilsthanwithreceptive
skils.Amongproductiveskils,theyoftenclaim thatspeakingismoreproblematicthan
writing,becauseoflimitedtimeforplanning.Althoughtheselearnersaregeneralyproficient
inproducingshortgrammaticalsentences,difficultiesarisewhenexpressinginterrelationships
betweenclausesinmorecomplexstructuralpatterns.Themainreasonforthisphenomenon
isthatthelearnersneedgrammaticalknowledgenotonlyinstructuringisolatedEnglish
sentencesbutalsoinexpressinggrammaticalandlexicalrelationsthatholdacrossclause
boundariesorsentences.Inotherwords,theydonothaveenoughawarenessofhowtouse
cohesivedevicesandtheirlackofskilsincohesivetieshindersthemfromspeakingcoherently.
Studiesofcohesionoftenfocusoncohesivetiesaspartofcreatingtextualcohesion
(Haliday&Hasan,1976).Thedifferencebetween・cohesion・and・coherence・isworthnotingat
thispoint.AsHalidayandHasan(1976)explain,sentencesneedtobe・cohesive・,i.e.,they
needtobeconnectedbycohesivedevicesinwaysthatalow thelistenertofolow.Atthe
sametime,thewholetextalsoneedstobe・coherent・,i.e.,variouspartsofthetexthaveto
worktogetherconceptualywithinaparticularrhetoricalcontext.Althoughcohesionand
coherencearerelatedconcepts,itisbelievedthatcohesivetext/speechisnotnecessarily
coherent(Celce-Murcia&Olshtain,2000).Theappropriateuseofcohesivetiesattainscohesiveness,
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Abstract
This study aims to discover how the use ofcohesive ties,i.e.,ties ofreference,
substitution,elipsisandconjunction,developsaccordingtotheproficiencylevelsofJapanese
learnersofEnglish.
Thestoryteling partoftheLINDSEI(Louvain InternationalDatabaseofSpoken English
Interlanguage)Japanesesub-corpuswasusedasthemaindataforthepresentstudy.Itwas
groupedintointermediateandnovicelevels.Advancedlearnerdataandnativespeakerbase-
linedatawerealsocolectedseparately.Althedataweretaggedfortheuseofcohesiveties,
andcorrect-usefrequencieswerecomputeranalyzedusingalanguageanalysistool.Itisnoted
thattheuseofcohesivetiesinvariouscategoriesbeginsatdifferentproficiencylevelsand
thatthedegreeofdifficultyofeachcohesivetieineachcategoryisdifferent.
butitdoesnotnecessarilyattaincoherence.Cohesioncanbedefinedas・thesetofresources
forconstructingrelationsindiscoursewhichtranscendgrammaticalstructure・(Haliday&
Hasan,1976).Basedonthisdefinition,thisstudywilfocusonlyontheuseofcohesiveties
asapreludeforlearnerstoattaincoherenceintheirspeech.
InHalidayandHasan・s(1976)study,theinventoryofcohesiveresourceswasorganized
aslexicalcohesion,reference,substitution,elipsis,and conjunction.Thefivecohesive
resourcesarefurthergrouped in lexicalcohesion and grammaticalcohesion (reference,
substitution,elipsis,andconjunction).Thedifferencebetweenlexicalcohesionandgrammatical
cohesionisthattheformerincludesopenclassesofitems,whilethelatterincludesonly
closedclassesofitems.Therelationshipbetweenacohesiveitem andtheitem itpresupposes
inatext/speechisreferredtoasacohesivetie.Thefolowingtableshowsalistofcohesive
tiesbasedonHalidayandHasan(1976).
Thepurposeofthisstudyistofindouthowtheuseofgrammaticalcohesiveties,i.e.,ties
ofreference,substitution,elipsisandconjunction,asdescribedbyHalidayandHasan(1976),
developsaccordingtotheproficiencylevelsoftheEnglishlearnerswithaJapaneselanguage
background.Thus,lexicalcohesiveties,asshowninTable1,wilnotbeconsidered.
The data used for this study were from the Japanese sub-corpus of Louvain
InternationalDatabaseofSpoken English Interlanguage(LINDSEI).Thisdatabasewas
launchedinLouvainin1995asacomplimentaryprojecttotheInternationalCorpusof
LearnerEnglish(ICLE).LINDSEIisnow readyforpublishingitsfirstCD-ROM version
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Table1.How CohesionOperatesinEnglishText
repetition
synonym
super-ordinate
generalnoun
personal
demonstrative
comparative
nominal
verbal
clausal
additive
adversative
causal
temporal
cohesiveties
lexical
grammatical
reiteration
(1)reference
(2)substitution
(3)elipsis
(4)conjunction
colocation
whichcontainstranscriptsofinterviews,withanumberofcomponentshavingbeencompiled
fordifferentmothertonguebackgrounds.TheJapanesesub-corpusisoneofthem.Further
detailsregardingthisdatacanbefoundinalatersection.
2.LiteratureReview
HalidayandHasan・s(1976)descriptionoffivetypesofcohesiontriggeredmanystudies
ofcohesionandcoherence.Insecondlanguageresearch,theircohesiveframeworkhasbeen
usedinanattempttounderstandtherelationshipbetweenproficiencyofsecondlanguage
anduseofcohesivetiesindiscourse.Inparticular,studiesinsecondlanguageresearchand
instructionhaveprimarilyfocusedontheabilityofprocessingcohesivetiesinreading
comprehension(Demel,1990;Al-Jarf,2001)andtheabilityofusingcohesivetiesinwriting
(Granger& Tyson,1996;Hirabayashi,2004;Liu& Braine,2005).
Ononehand,arelationshipbetweengeneralreadingcomprehensionabilityinsecond
languagelearnersandanunderstandingofcohesivetieshasbeenreported.Demel(1990)
investigatedtherelationshipbetweenoveralreadingcomprehensionandcomprehensionof
coreferentialpronounsofsecondlanguagereaders.Theresultsshowedthatsecondlanguage
readers had problems with processing unfamiliar expressions and that the cultural
componentofthetargetlanguageworkedasadescriptor.Al-Jarf(2001)examinedthe
difficultyinprocessingcohesivetiesforsecondlanguagereadersandanalyzedthecausesof
cohesionproblems.Shereportedthatthemaincauseswerepoorsyntacticandsemantic
awarenessaswel asinaccurateknowledgeofcohesion rules.Learners・knowledgeof
cohesivetiesaffectstheirreadingcomprehension.
Ontheotherhand,arelationshipbetweenqualityofwritinganduseofcohesivetieshas
beenobservedinlearners・writtendiscourse.UsingICLEcorpusdata,GrangerandTyson(1996)
investigatedtheconnectorusagebetweennativespeakersofEnglishandFrenchlearnersof
Englishasasecondlanguage.Resultsshowedthatoveralfrequencyofconnectoruseby
learnerswasnotsodifferentfrom nativespeakers;however,learnersoverused,underused
andmisusedtheconnectors.Hirabayashi(2004)examinedtheuseofcohesivetiesbyJapanese
learnersofEnglishasasecondlanguageinafreewritingactivity.Hefoundthatbeginner
learnersusedreferenceandconjunction morefrequently than substitution,elipsis,and
lexicalcohesiveties.Al theselearnersused morepronounsasreferencethan native
speakers.Heinterpretedthatthelearners・limitedknowledgeofEnglishresultedinthe
overuseofpronouns.LiuandBraine(2005)investigatedfrequencyofusingcohesivetiesin
argumentativewriting,andtheyfounddifficultiesinusingreferencecohesivetiesaswelas
overuseandunderuseofcertainconjunctionsbyChinesestudents.Overal,althoughtypesof
writtendataweredifferent,previousstudiesshowedthatlearnersoftenoverused,underused,
andmisusedcohesivetiesintheirwriting.Thelackofknowledgeofcohesivetieswasseen
asamaincauseofincorrectuseofcohesivetiesinlearners・writtendiscourse.
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Asabove,studiesinsecondlanguageresearchandinstructionshaveshowntherelationship
betweenlearners・knowledgeofcohesivetiesandtheirabilityofprocessingcohesivetiesbothin
readingandwriting.Appropriateinstructionsareconsideredtohelpimprovetheabilityof
processingcohesivetiesbothinreading(Johns,1986)andwriting(Tseng& Liou,2006).
Furtherresearchisrequiredfromtwoaspects.Thefirstaspectisaneedforresearchonthe
relationshipbetweenspeakingabilityandtheuseofcohesiveties.Itisnecessarytoinvestigate
thisrelationshipbecausespeakingiswhatlanguagelearnersandteachersareconcernedwith
primarily.Therearesomedifferencesbetweenspokenandwrittendiscourseeventhough
theyarebothproductivediscourses.Forexample,spokendiscourseislesscomplex,elaborate,
explicit,decontextualised,andorganized(Biber,1988)than written discourse.Thesecond
aspectneededforfurtherstudyislookingatdifferencesinabilityofprocessingcohesiveties
accordingtolearners・developmentalstages.Previousstudieshavenotshownhowlearners・
abilityofprocessingcohesivetiesdiffersaccordingtotheirlinguisticdevelopment.
ThepresentstudyanalyzestheuseofcohesivetiesinspokendiscoursebyJapanese
universitystudentsusingLINDSEIcorpusdataasthemainsource,andfocusesonhowthe
useofcohesivetiesdevelopsaccordingtotheproficiencylevelsofJapaneselearners.
3.DataandMethod
3.1 Data
ThisstudyusestheLINDSEIJapanesesub-corpusasthemaindata.LINDSEIconsists
ofthreephasesofface-to-faceinterviews;weusedthepartofthecorpusinwhichsubjects
telstoriesbasedonsequencesoffourpictures(seeFigure1).Subjectsareaskedtolookat
fourpicturesandtotelthestoryintheirownwords.
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Figure1:A SequenceofFourPicturesUsedforStoryteling
1. 2.
3. 4.
Thestorytelingdataweredividedintotwogroups,whichwerelabelednoviceand
intermediate,accordingtoproficiency,bytwonativespeakersofEnglish.Inadditiontothe
abovecorpusdata,another25samplesweretakenfolowingthesameinterviewstyle,from
advancedJapaneselearnersofEnglish(studentswithatleast18monthsexperiencestudyingand
livingintheU.S.)Thesesamples,togetherwithnativespeakerbase-linedatawerecompiled
andcomparedwiththeoriginalLINDSEIstorytelingdata.Thedataanalyzedinthisstudy
include13,084tokensintotal:3,865from novicesubjects,3,927from intermediatesubjects,
2,339from advancedsubjects,and2,953fornativespeakers.
3.2 Method
First,alistoftagsforcohesivetiesbasedonHalidayandHasan(1976)wasdeveloped.
Fortokenswhich did notfal intoHaliday and Hasan・scategories,werevised their
frameworkaddingothernecessarycategories(seeTable2).
Next,thedataofeachgroup－novice,intermediate,advanced,andnativespeakers－were
taggedaccordingtotherevisedcohesivetietaglist.Forexample,inthesentenceheasked
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Table2:A ListofTagsforCohesiveTies
Category Sub-category Tag Example
Reference personal
pronouns
nominative Rs I,you,he
possessive Rp my,your,his
objective Ro me,you,him
absolutepossessive Ri mine,yours
demonstrativepronouns Rd this,that
demonstrativeadjectives Ra this,that
pronouns Rn other,another
adjectives Rj other,another
adverbs Rl here,there
definitearticles Rf the
Substitution nominal Sn one(s)
verbal Sv do
clausal Sc so
Elipsis E
Conjunction coordinate Cc and,but,so
subordinate Cs because,if
conjunctiveadverbs Co however
Opening Op oneday
Closing F that・sal
Others relativepronouns Kd who,which
relativeadverbs Kf when,where
comparativeexpressions H more～than
adverbs O again,then
H
a
ll
id
a
y
&
H
a
sa
n
(1
97
6)
O
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er
C
o
h
es
iv
e
T
ie
s
hertolookatherportrait,thesubjecthe,anominativepersonalpronoun,istaggedwith
<Rs>:<Rs>he</Rs>.Inthesameway,thefirsther,anobjectivepersonalpronoun,istagged
with<Ro>,whilethesecondher,apossessivepersonalpronoun,istaggedwith<Rp>.
Thiswasfolowedbycomputeranalysisoffrequenciesofcorrecttieuseaswelasan
examinationofthedevelopmentofuseofcohesivetiesaccordingtoproficiencylevels.
4.Results
Table3belowshowstheresultsofthefrequencyofeachcohesivetieinthelearnerdata
andnativespeakerbaselinedata.Asmentionedabove,thedatafortheJapaneselearners
aredividedinto3levels:novice,intermediate,andadvanced.Thedatafornativespeakers
areshowninthelastcolumn.Thenumberoftotalwordsusedbyeachgroupoflearnersis
showninthe・raw frequency・column.Inordertocomparetheresults,the・each1,000
words・columndesignatesthefrequencyper1,000wordsofeachgroupoftheinformants.
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Table3:BasicData
Novice Intermediate Advanced NS
Tokens
Types
TTR
STTR
3865
491
13
24.23
Tokens
Types
TTR
STTR
3927
466
12
58.62
Tokens
Types
TTR
STTR
2339
317
14
19.8
Tokens
Types
TTR
STTR
2953
550
19
27.25
raw
frequency
each1000
words
raw
frequency
each1000
words
raw
frequency
each1000
words
raw
frequency
each1000
words
Reference
Rs 354 91.6 375 94.4 256 109.4 215 72.8
Rp 89 23.0 102 25.7 88 37.6 61 20.7
Ro 76 19.7 97 24.4 71 30.4 85 28.8
Ri 1 0.3 2 0.5 1 0.4 2 0.8
Rd 12 3.1 26 6.5 3 1.3 21 7.1
Ra 39 10.1 64 16.1 13 5.6 22 7.5
Rn 0 0.0 0 0 0 0.0 1 0.3
Rj 4 1.0 8 2 8 3.4 7 2.4
Rf 128 33.1 98 24.7 149 63.7 174 58.9
Substitution
Sn 4 1.0 3 0.8 3 1.3 0 0.0
Sv 2 0.5 1 0.3 0 0.0 3 1.0
Sc 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.7
Elipsis E 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Conjunction
Cc 229 59.2 243 61.2 175 74.8 164 55.5
Cs 38 9.8 47 11.8 30 12.8 40 13.5
Co 0 0.0 4 1.0 2 0.8 2 0.7
SUBT 976 252.5 1070 269.4 799 341.6 802 271.6
Closing F 0 0.0 1 0.3 1 0.4 0 0.0
Relatives Kd 16 4.1 6 1.5 12 5.1 21 7.1
Comparatives H 4 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.7
Others O 25 6.5 49 12.3 34 14.5 42 14.2
SUBT 45 11.6 56 14.1 47 20.1 68 23.0
Total 1021 264.2 1126 283.5 846 361.7 870 294.6
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Thefolowingthreefiguresvisualizetheresultsofthereference,conjunction,andother
cohesiveties.Thehorizontalaxisrepresentsthesub-categoriesofeachgroup,whilethe
verticalaxisindicatesthefrequencyofthecohesivetiesineach1000words.Somesub-
categoriessuchasRi,Rn,Rj,Sn,Sv,Sc,andEarenotshownbecauseoftheextremelylow
frequencyatlessthan4/1000wordsineachgroup.Despitethelow frequency,asub-
categoryofconjunctionCoisincludedinthegraphsforacomparisonwithothersub-
categorieswithinaparticularinformantgroup.
Figure 2 shows the frequency of Rs(nominative), Rp(possessive), Ro(objective), Rd
(demonstrativepronouns),Ra(demonstrativeadjectives),andRf(definitearticles)ineachgroup.As
mentionedabove,Ri(absolutepossessive),Rn(pronouns)andRj(adjectives)areomittedbecauseof
theirlowfrequency.
Figure3showsthefrequencyofCc(coordinate),Cs(subordinate),andCo(conjunctiveadverbs).
Itisclearthatalfourgroupsincludingnativespeakers(NS)ofEnglishusecoordinate
conjunctionssuchasand,but,sotomakethestorycoherent.
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Figure2:FrequencyofReference
Figure3:FrequencyofConjunction
OthercohesivetiesincludingF(closing)andH(comparativeexpressions)(Figure4)arealso
includedforcomparisonwithininformantgroups.Itisalsoworthremarkingthatcompared
toL2speakers,nativespeakers(NS)neverusedF(closing)inthisresearch.
5.ObservationsBasedonCategoriesNotedbyHaliday& Hasan(1976)
5.1 Reference
Regardingtheusageofbothnominativeandpossessivecasesofpersonalpronouns,itwas
characteristicthatlearnersatallevelsoverusedthem incomparisonwithnativespeakers.
Comparingtheusagefrequencyofthenominativecaseofpersonalpronouns(Rs)by
beginners,intermediate,andadvancedlearners,therewasanobservedincreasefrom 91.6
wordsper1,000wordsto94.4and109.4respectively,whilenativespeakersused72.8words.
Intermsoftheuseofpersonalpronouns,sheandheweremostfrequentlyusedinthis
orderbyallevels,whiletheuseofitandIfolowed,possiblyinreferencetothecentral
femalecharacterandthemalecharacterfeaturedinthefourpicturesusedinthisstudy.
LearnerswithamoreadvancedcommandofEnglishusednominativecasesofpersonal
pronounswithgreaterfrequency,whilenativespeakersavoidedtheuseofnominativecases
andinsteadusedalternativeexpressionssuchasan/theartist,thepainter,amaleartist,
theman,theguy,a/thelady,customer,a/theyounglady,the/thiswoman,visitors,andso
on.ItwasinterestingtonotethatpropernounssuchasJanice,Gabriela,Thomas,andJoe
wereusedascharacternamesbynativespeakers,probablywiththeintentionofmakingthe
storymorerealistic.
Theuseofpossessivecasesofpersonalpronouns(Rp)alsoincreasedgradualyfrom 23.0
per 1,000 wordsto 25.7 and 37.6 in thecourseofprogression from beginnersand
intermediatethrough toadvancedlearners.However,thefactthatnativespeakers(NS)
showedthelowestfrequency(20.7)indicatesthatfrequentuseofpersonalpronounsdoesnot
necessarilymeanprogressiontowardsnativespeakerlevel.Inaddition,advancedlearners
usedmylessfrequently,ratherusingherthroughindirectspeechmore.
（19）
Figure4:FrequencyofOtherCohesiveTies
Theusagerateofhiswasextremelylow amongbeginners.Intermediatelearnersused
hismorefrequentlythananyothergroups,whileitsusebyadvancedlearnersfelbetween
thatusedbyintermediatesandbeginners.Thissuggeststhat,whencreatingastorybased
onthefourpicturesshown,beginnersmainlyfocusedonthewoman,whileintermediate
learnersdescribedthemanmore,andadvancedlearnerswerebetterabletodescribeboththe
womanandthemaninamorebalancedandeffectiveway.
Theuseofobjectivecasesofpersonalpronouns(Ro)increasedinfrequencyfrom 19.7per
1,000 wordsamong beginnersto 24.4 among intermediatesand 30.4 among advanced
learners.Thereappearstobeasimilartendencyofusagebetweenadvancedlearners(30.4)
and nativespeakers(28.8).Again,theadvanced learnersused melessfrequently than
intermediates,indicatingtheirdeparturefrom theexpressionsindirectspeech.Moreover,
advancedlearnersuseditmorefrequentlythanhim orher,indicatingtheirabilitytouseit
asthepersonalpronoun forinanimate,non-human subjectssuch asa・portrait・.This
indicatesthatlearnerswith a moreadvanced command ofEnglish can pronominalize
inanimatesubjects,whilebeginnerstendtopronominalizeanimatesubjects.
Theuseofdemonstrativepronouns(Rd)was3.1per1,000wordsamongbeginnersand
6.5amongintermediates,comparedto1.3amongadvancedlearnersand7.1amongnative
speakers.Althoughatfirstglance,thereappearsasimilaritybetweenintermediatelearners
andnativespeakers,acloserlookshowsthatbeginnersandintermediatelearnersmore
frequentlychosethisfrom thetwodemonstrativepronounsofthisandthat,whileadvanced
learnersandnativespeakersusedthatmorefrequently.
Theuseofdemonstrativeadjectives(Ra)was10.1per1,000wordsamongbeginners,16.1
amongintermediates,5.6amongadvancedlearners,and7.5amongnativespeakers.Similarly
to the case ofdemonstrative pronouns,intermediate learners overused demonstrative
adjectives.Contrarytothecaseofdemonstrativepronouns,however,theuseofthatasa
demonstrativeadjectivewasmostfrequently foundamong beginners.In referring toa
pictureathand,thedemonstrativeadjectiveofthisshouldbeusedindirectspeechbythe
characterasthepicturein question islocated closeto thespeaker.Theinsufficient
understandingbybeginnerstodistinguishbetweenthisandthatinsuchacasemayhave
contributedtotheresult(e.g.,・Shesaid,・Idon・tlikethatpicture・).
Theuseofdefinitearticles(Rf)was33.1per1,000wordsamongbeginners,24.7among
intermediates,63.7amongadvancedlearners,and58.9amongnativespeakers.Theseresults
showthatadvancedlearnersuseddefinitearticlesmostoften,whilebeginnersuseddefinite
articlesmorethanintermediatelearners.Inaddition,nativespeakersusedthe・adjective+
noun・pairafterthedefinitearticlethemorethananyothergroup(e.g.,theearlierversion,
thesamechair,theoriginalwoman・sface),whilelearnersused・the+noun・patternmore
frequently.
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5.2 Substitution
Learnersdidnotusesoasasubstitutionforaclausal(Sc)atal,andthiswasusedonly
fivetimesbynativespeakers.
5.3 Conjunction
Adifferencewasobservedintheuseofcoordinateconjunctions(Cc)betweenlearnersand
native speakers.Whereas 59.2 per 1,000 words were used by beginners,61.2 among
intermediates,and74.8amongadvancedlearners,only55.5wereusedbynativespeakers.
Thelearnerswereinclined to usemorecoordinateconjunctionsasthey becamemore
proficient,however,learnersatal levelsoverusedcoordinateconjunctionscomparedto
nativespeakers.Thisdiscrepancymaybeattributabletothefolowingreasons:(i)Repetition
asaresultofspeecherror(e.g.,(a)herfaceismoreclearandcleareyes;(b)sheherpictureand
sheshowsherfriendsherpicture),and(i)afilerusedasaconnector(e.g.,(a)thewomanchanged
theartists・drawingandthen,er,andthentheartist;(b)hepaints...hepaintsagainand,mm,this
finalysheisgladofthis).And,but,soandorwerefrequentlyusedinthatorder,amongal
levelsoflearnersandnativespeakers.Andseemstobethemostnaturalfilertolink
sentences.
Theuseofsubordinateconjunctions(Cs)was9.8per1,000wordsamongbeginners,11.8
amongintermediates,12.8amongadvancedlearners,and13.5amongnativespeakers.The
usagefrequencyincreasedaslearnersbecamemoreproficient,gettingclosertotheusageby
nativespeakers.Itwasnotablethatnativespeakersusedthat,when,andbecausemore
often,whilebeginnersusedwhenandbecause,andintermediatelearnersusedthat,when,
and becausemorefrequently.In contrast,advanced learnersused thatand when less
frequently,andinsteadusedaftermoreprominently.Nativespeakersalsousedwhile,if,
andsincefrequently,whilelearnersatallevelsdidnot,indicatingthatthesewordsare
moredifficulttousethanwhenandbecause.
Theoveralresultsindicatethatalthoughlearnersatallevelsoverusedconjunctions,
theirusagewasquitelimited,whereasnativespeakersusedawidervariety.
6.AdditionalCohesiveTiesinthisResearch
Theuseofrelativepronouns(Kd)was4.1per1,000wordsamongbeginners,1.5among
intermediates,5.1amongadvancedlearners,and7.1amongnativespeakers,indicatingthat,
formoreadvancedlearners,theusageresembledthatofnativespeakers.Theuseofwhat
asarelativepronounshouldbenoted,asitwasusedbynativespeakersbutnotatalby
learnersincludingtheadvancedgroup.
With regardsto theusagefrequency ofadditionalcohesivetiesotherthan those
includedbyHalidayandHasan(1976),theusagebyintermediatelearnerswasmorefrequent
thanbybeginnersandadvancedlearners,andtheusagebynativespeakerswasmore
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diverse.Japaneselearnersfavoredtheuseoffinalyandthen,althoughtheywerenotused
bynativespeakersatal.Finaly,samewasnotusedatalbylearners,savefortwo
occasionswhenitwasusedincorrectlybybeginners.
7.DiscussionandConclusion
Theprogressionpatternsofcohesivetiesfrequency,basedonwhathasbeenshownin
thepresentstudy,wilnowbesummarizedanddiscussed.
Ingeneral,forfunctionalyandsemanticalysimplecohesiveties,frequencyincreasesin
relationtothedevelopmentoflearners・proficiency.Nominative,possessiveandobjective
casesofpersonalpronounsandcoordinateandsubordinateconjunctionsexactlyfolowthis
pattern.
Regardlessoftheusagefrequency shown by nativespeakers,theusagefrequency
increasesinrelationtothedevelopmentofproficiency,sometimestothepointofoverusage,
thoughconjunctionvarietiesarenotyetdiverse.Ontheotherhand,forfunctionalyand
semanticalymorecomplicatedties,theusagefrequencydecreaseswhennewcohesivetiesin
thecategoryareintroducedorwhenlearnersavoidusingthem becauseofdifficulties.The
exampleoftheformerpatternistheuseofdemonstrativepronounsandadjectives.Inthe
advanced group,theintroduction ofthatin speech led to theleastfrequentuseof
demonstrativesasawhole.Thelatterpatternisshownindefinitearticlesandrelative
pronouns.
Lookingbackattheresultsfrom adifferentpointofview,anotherkindofdevelopment
canbeseen－theexpansionofcohesiveties.Thefolowingthreepointssummarizewhatwas
discussedintheresultssectioninrelationtothis.
1.Expansionofviewpoints
Examplesincludethemorefrequentuseof(a)personalpronouns(his/herinsteadofmy
anditfornon-animatethings),and(b)demonstrativepronouns(thatinsteadofthis)among
advancedlearners.Thefrequentuseoftheconjunctionbecauseinintermediatelevel
learnersandofafterinadvancedlevellearnersarealsoexamples.
2.Expansiontowardsindirectness
Evidenceforthisisthelessfrequentuseofmeanddifferentiationofthatfrom thisin
advancedlearners.
3.Expansiontowardstheuseofopenitem lexicalcohesiveties
Whilenativespeakersused lexicalcohesivetieswhen indicating thesameperson,
learnerskeptusingpersonalpronouns.Inthepresentdata,nodevelopmenttowardsthe
useofopenitem lexicalcohesionwasshowninthelearners・speech.
Inaddition,itwasfoundthatthelearnersusedthecoordinateconjunctionandfarmore
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frequentlythannativespeakers.Theyoftenusedthewordinordertoreformulateformer
utterancesortofilgapsintheirspeechasshownbelow:
Novice:hethepictureand(reformulation)hepaintagainand(filingthegap)mm this
finalysheisgladofthispicture
Theusagefrequencybythelearnersshowsanimbalanceduseofperipheralfunctionsof
conjunctions.Thisexemplifiesthat,althoughlearnersdonotusethesamedevicestoshow
cohesivenessasnativespeakersofEnglish,theytrytocommunicateutilizingaloftheir
linguisticresourcesinvariousways.
Basedontheaboveobservation,itseemspossibletodescribeapatternofdevelopment
intheuseofcohesivetiesbythelearners.Apartfrom thediscussionofwhatwasdifficult
forthelearners,whichisoutsidethescopeofthisstudy,wehaveshownthatnovicelevel
learnersstartusingtheeasiestcohesivetiesfirst.Astheirproficiencydevelops,theysoon
startoverusingthem.Atthesametime,theystartusingthenexteasiestcohesiveties.At
thisstage,thelearnersareabletousetheeasiestcohesivetiesmoreappropriately.Thenthe
samecyclewilberepeatedagainwiththenexteasiestties.Thisseemstoexplainwhy
demonstratives,definitearticlesandrelativepronounsdidnotfolow agradualincreaseof
usagefrequency.Learnersonlystartedtousethenexteasiestcohesivetiesinthesame
grammaticalfunctionswhentheyreachedahigherlevelofproficiency.Thishypothesis
suggeststhatwhatisshowninlanguagechangeandsynchronicvariationinthefieldof
sociolinguisticscanalsobeappliedinsecondlanguagelearning.Elis(1994)explainsBailey・s
(1973)WaveTheoryasfolows:
Baileysoughttoshowhowatheoryoflanguagechangecanaccountforsynchronicvariabilityin
languageuse.AccordingtohisWaveTheory,linguisticinnovationisfirstintroducedbyonegroup
ofspeakers.Bythetimeitistakenupbyasecondgroup,thefirstgrouphasintroducedasecond
innovation.Andsoasoldrulesspread,newrulesarise.Thespread,ordiffusion,ofnewrulesalso
takesplaceinanotherway.Initialy,arulemayberestrictedtoaspecificlinguisticenvironment
andthengradualycometobeusedinanincreasingrangeofenvironments.(Elis,p.125)
Althoughthisstudyislimitedbythefactthatitisbasedonusageproblemsanddoes
notuseanystatistics,theresultsgiveaninsightforthefuturestudyonthespecial
featuresoftheuseofcohesivetiesin speech aswel aspatternsoflearnerlanguage
development.
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